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HOW STUDENTS’ PERCEIVE TOURISM IMPACTS AND THEIR 
SUPPORTS ON TOURISM DEVELOPMENT 
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The purpose of this study is to examine the residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts and how those perceptions influence 
their support for tourism development. Higher education students in the final year in Yogyakarta were assessed regarding their 
perceptions on tourism impacts and their willingness to support tourism development. 108 questioners were valid as primary 
data for Partial Least Squares (PLS) analysis. Among five proposed hypotheses, only two (economic impact and social benefits 
impact) were found to be positively significant to tourism development supports. Whereas, social and cultural costs as well as 
cultural benefits did not significantly influence tourism development supports. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
Tourism has been acknowledged as a leading force in the global economy and its contribution to the economic 
development of many nations has been widely recognized. Many studies have found that success of tourism can be 
a source of employment, enhances infrastructure, increases revenues and foreign direct investment, and attract other 
industries (Lankford & Howard, 1994). Competition in the tourism industry has become more intensive due to the 
ease access of technology, better transportation, and global mobility. To increase the attractiveness of the 
destination, many natural environments were transformed into tourism objects. The local cultures were also another 
sources being exploited for tourism industries. The social life among the local has changed in some degree due to 
the commercialization of the local resources to boost the tourism income. One of the consequences of tourism 
development in one area is the livelihood of the local residents, where their daily life can be affected as they respond 
to tourism. As tourism developed, the local people face a development dilemma whether to support tourism growth 
due to economic benefits or not to support due to environment degradation or social-cultural problems (Telfer & 
Sharpley, 2008). The local residents have to engage in a trade-off between benefits of tourism and the negative 
consequences (Sharpley, 2014). Since intense interactions between the residents and the tourists are required for 
successful tourism sector, the harmonious relationship between tourists, residents, and the places, is essential. In 
order for the local residents to respond tourism development positively, government should place the residents as 
the highest priority in receiving the benefits that outweigh the cost  
Knowing the vital role of the residents in the success of tourism development, it is not surprising that this area has 
called much of the academic attention to investigate the economic, social, cultural, and environmental impacts of 
tourism. Despite the importance of destination specific policies for tourism, the majority of studies on residents’ 
attitudes and supports for tourism have been conducted in developed and industrialized countries (Nepal, 2008; 
Sirakaya, et al., 2002). Very few scholars studied residents support for tourism in developing countries (Andriotis, 
2005). Research conducted in developing countries such as Indonesia is considered important because: 1) tourism is 
a labor intensive sector thus enables to create employment, 2) understanding the reasons why the residents support 
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will assist government in making better tourism strategies and policies. Based on the significant of residents’ 
contributions on the long-term success of tourism development, therefore, the purpose of this study is “to examine 
the residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts and how these perceptions influence their support for tourism 
development”.  
 
2. TOURISM IMPACTS AND RESIDENTS’ ATTITUDE 
Studies on the issue of residents’ attitudes toward tourism have attracted many academicians over the past few 
decades (e.g. Perdue, et al. 1990; Gursoy & Rutherford, 2004; Andereck & Nyaupane 2011). In analyzing how 
residents perceive between positive and negative impacts of tourism and the support given to tourism development, 
experts in marketing and tourism studies have commonly used Social Exchange Theory (SET) (Nunkoo & 
Ramkissoon, 2010; Vargas-Sanchez, et al., 2009). Studies using SET approach suggest that positive attitudes to tourism 
are usually followed by higher level of support while lower support will be shown if someone receives negative 
impacts. The literature so far has identified residents’ support as an attitude to tourism (Gursoy, et al., 2002) and 
also as behavioral intentions exhibited toward tourism (e.g. Jackson & Inbarakan, 2006; Nunkoo & Ramkissoon, 
2010). Majority of literature on resident’s attitudes have come out with results suggesting that to support tourism 
development, local residents consider three basic types of benefits and costs, namely economic; social and cultural; 
and environmental (Gursoy et al. 2002; Chen 2010).  
The Economic impacts of tourism development are commonly consider positive elements such as increase in 
employment, improvement of the local economy, better income and living standard, new businesses establishment, 
and new investment opportunities. Among other tourism impacts, economic impact of tourism is usually the most 
valued elements for the local residents. By examining the causal relationship of economic impact and residents’ 
support of tourism, McGehee and Andereck (2004) found that residents who receive the benefits of tourism will be 
more tolerable to any negative effects of tourism and thus will regard tourism positively. In particular, if residents’ 
primary economic income is made from tourism sector, they will provide positive appraisal of the tourism impacts. 
Individual benefits from tourism correlate positively with attitudes toward tourism and support of tourism (Chiang 
& Huang, 2013). Based on the literature review, therefore this leads to the first hypothesis: 
H1: A direct positive relationship exists between the perceived economic impacts of tourism and residents’ support 
for tourism development.  
The positive social impacts include elements such as improves quality of life of, improves public facilities, creates 
social change, reduces unemployment, and provides better public open spaces. The positive cultural impacts include 
elements such as improves local culture, crafts, events, and ceremonies; increases cultural communication and 
understanding; and increases cultural identity and pride. The negative elements in the social aspect include increased 
crime rates and psychological tensions, traffic congestions and crowding, prostitutions, human trafficking, etc. The 
negative cultural impacts include: changes in traditional cultures, changes in traditional way of life, degradation in the 
local culture, commercialization of culture, and decrease in the local wisdom. Based on the discussions from the 
literature, the following hypotheses are proposed: 
H2a: A direct negative relationship exists between the perceived social costs of tourism and local residents’ support 
for tourism development. 
H2b: A direct positive relationship exists between the perceived social benefits of tourism and local residents’ 
support for tourism development. 
H3a: A direct negative relationship exists between the perceived cultural costs of tourism and local residents’ 
support for tourism development. 
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H3b: A direct positive relationship exists between the perceived cultural benefits of tourism and local residents’ 
support for tourism development. 
 
3. LOCATION 
Yogyakarta is located in the middle of Java, Indonesia. Yogyakarta is the last royal city where it has long been 
considered as one of the most important centre of cultural heritage in Java. Besides it is very strong as a traditional 
Javanese city, the city also very famous as a student city. Students from all over Indonesia come to Yogyakarta as the 
city hosts many well-known universities and institutes of higher learning. Yogyakarta is among the main destinations 
for tourism industry in Indonesia. It is awarded in three consecutive years (2009-2011) as the “Best Province on 
Tourism Development” (Suara Merdeka, 2012). In 2009, 2011, and 2013, Yogyakarta has been awarded as the most 
livable city in Indonesia, with index value of 66.52%. Yogyakarta hosts around 116 higher education institutions 
consisting of universities, institutes, schools of higher learning, academies, and polytechnics. The academic 
atmosphere in Yogyakarta is stronger than in other cities in Indonesia. Due to the numerous centers presence in 
higher learning, many of the inhabitants are students who have significant impacts on the local economy for 
Yogyakarta’s residents. Since students who take higher education learning become part of the local residents, they 
are affected by the tourism development in Yogyakarta. On the average, students are mostly spent around four years 
to finish their higher education in Yogyakarta. This is considered significant time length for students in having local 
experiences with daily Yogyakarta life as well as understanding the dynamic of local development.  
 
4. RESEARCH METHOD 
4.1 QUESTIONNAIRE, SAMPLE AND DATA COLLECTION 
In order to establish a good measure for tourism impacts, this study combines the questionnaire developed from 
Dyer, et al., (2007) and Gursoy and Rutherford (2004). Economic impacts were measured using 4 items. The social 
benefits were measured with 3 items and social costs 5 items. The cultural benefits were measured with 3 items and 
cultural costs 4 items. Three items of support for tourism development were taken from Gursoy and Rutherford 
(2004) and the other 3 items were developed specific for this study. Self-administrated questionnaires were 
distributed to the student residents in Yogyakarta city at the two main private universities (Universitas Pembangunan 
Nasional Yogyakarta and Universitas Islam Indonesia). The number of questionnaires distributed is 150 with 108 valid 
responses. Due to time and cost restraints, the study sample was selected by the purposive sampling technique. The 
respondents should be students in the final year studying in Yogyakarta. According to the respondents’ profile, 57% 
are female residents (62 respondents) and 43% are male (46 respondents).  Each university contributed to 50% of 
sample respondents. The average age is 21 years old, which represents students the final year.  
 
5. DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSIONS 
Partial Least Squares (PLS) with the bootstrap re-sampling procedure was used to analyze the data and confirm the 
hypotheses. As an advance statistical tool for multivariate data analysis, PLS allows for the simultaneous 
measurements and is able analyze data under conditions of non-normality with small to medium sample size (Chin, 





5.1 MEASUREMENT MODEL ASSESSMENT 
The measurement model was assessed by examining convergent validity and discriminant validity. The convergent 
validity was assessed by examining composite reliability and Average Variance Extracted (AVE). The composite 
reliability of the reflective constructs were between 0.799 (cultural benefits) to 0.906 (social costs), where all exceeds 
the threshold of 0.70, indicating that these measures are reliable (Nunnally, 1978). The AVE values range from 0.47 
to 0.67. Even though AVE indicating ‘support for tourism’ was not exceeding the recommended cut-off of 0.50, 
researcher decided to maintain this measure since AVE is not the only composite reliability test provided by PLS. All 
the path loadings of the individual items to constructs were above 0.50. This provides the evidence for the convergent 
validity of the measures. Discriminant validity was tested by analyzing the cross loading and comparing the square 
roots of AVE. All constructs have been found to have no problem with cross loadings. The square roots of the AVE 
scores were found to be higher than the correlations among the constructs, demonstrating discriminant validity 
(Table 1). 














Cultural Benefits 0.7585 0 0 0 0 0 
Cultural Costs -0.0273 0.7355 0 0 0 0 
Economic Benefits 0.453 -0.1691 0.8011 0 0 0 
Social Benefits 0.494 -0.0654 0.541 0.8176 0 0 
Social Costs -0.0914 0.3561 -0.312 -0.2438 0.8152 0 
Support for 
tourism 
0.4626 -0.1023 0.6391 0.685 -0.1999 0.6876 
 
5.2 STRUCTURAL MODEL ASSESSMENT 
Figure 1 presents the results of the PLS analysis of the theoretical model, including the overall explanatory power 
(R2) and path coefficients (for the relationships between latent variables). The model explains 57.7% of the variance 
in support for tourism development with only two path coefficients being significant, namely the economic impact 
and social benefits impact. No significant relationships were found between social costs impact, cultural benefits and 
costs impacts to support for tourism development. The findings thus supporting proposed hypotheses H1 and H2b, 
while rejecting proposed hypotheses H2a, H3a, and H3b.  
Findings from survey to students’ perceptions in Yogyakarta revealed that this study does not fully support the 
previous findings from Gursoy and Rutherford (2004) and Dyer, et al., (2007). Both studies found economic impacts 
and cultural benefits to be the only significant element to support for tourism development. In order for the residents 
to respond positively to the tourism development, the government and tourism management should continuously 
take priority in providing better job opportunities to the residents. Since economic impacts relate positively to 
students’ supports, this implies that students also respond positively to support tourism development when the 
authority and tourism sector can create new opportunities for investments and opportunities to set up new 
businesses. All of these are expected to increase the better standard of living by the provision of better jobs and 
better business opportunities. Considering that social benefits also found to positively influence students’ supports 
thus it can be interpreted that students also positively respond to the tourism development when they could enjoy 
better social activities such as by the provision of better transportation, telecommunication, well maintained road, 
shopping centre, sport centre, public park, green spaces, etc.  
The cultural benefit did not significantly influence students’ supports on tourism development. This may because 
students are not originally come from Yogyakarta and the big families are also not quite knowledgeable about 
Yogyakarta culture. Students are not as intensive as the local residents in involving with the daily local cultural 
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activities. The result may be different if respondents were all local residents since they are more knowledgeable 
about the local culture as compared to students who have different backgrounds from all over Indonesia and 
overseas. Using the social exchange theory (SET) approach, these students as respondents appraised the effects of 
tourism according their experiences as non permanent resident of Yogyakarta. If the results are positive, they will 
engage in supporting on tourism development (Ap, 1992; Dyer, et al., 2007). Overall, the findings from this study 
support the SET where residents who perceive benefits from tourism will exchange it with positive supports. On 




Figure 1. The PLS Results (Structural Model) 
6. CONCLUSIONS 
Many studies have found that the development of tourism can have positive impacts on other sectors as well as 
increasing the economic wealth of the country. When the government develops tourism, the local residents are 
commonly becoming those who are the most affected by the development. For the success of tourism development, 
it is important that the government creates a harmonious relationship among stakeholders in the tourism sector. 
The objective of this study is to examine the residents’ perceptions of tourism impacts and how these perceptions 
influence their support for tourism development. In particular, this study assessed students in the final year of their 
study, as their opinion can be an alternative to the local residents and their views are also valuable as sources of 
information in tourism industry. Yogyakarta, is chosen as the location to conduct the study due to its uniqueness as 
students city and its reputation as one of the premier destinations in Indonesia. Findings from the structural model 
only support the influence of economic and social benefits in order for the residents to support tourism 
development, while social and cultural costs as well as cultural benefits did not significantly influence support for 
tourism development.  
The practical implications can be directed to the contributions of this study in emphasizing the important contributions 
of providing wider and better employment and business opportunities as well as access to social activities for the 
local residents when developing tourism sector. If Government and tourism planners were not capable of creating 
better standard of living and better social gathering activities, students and the local residents might just show their 
ignorance on tourism development. The theoretical contributions are by providing the empirical test in Yogyakarta, 
this study enriches the previous findings in confirming the significant influence of tourism impacts (using three aspects: 
economic, social, and cultural) to supports tourism development. This empirical finding provides evidence that the 
measure used to analyze residents’ attitudes to tourism development can have better explanatory power of 
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